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Abstract

This paper studies a class of source coding problems thabioes elements of the CEO problem
with the multiple description problem. In this setting, sypiversions of one remote source are observed
by two nodes with encoders (which is similar to the CEO prot)leHowever, it differs from the CEO
problem in that each node must generate multiple descniptd the source. This problem is of interest
in multiple scenarios in efficient communication over neatkgo In this paper, an achievable region and
an outer bound are presented for this problem, which is showme sum rate optimal for a class of

distortion constraints.

. INTRODUCTION

Determining the theoretical limits of lossy compressiohesnes are of significant interest. Results
in lossy source coding have applications in multiple dommaircluding multimedia communication &
storage, image processing and distributed processingsevesor networks. A single representation for a
single source is today a fairly well established field of egsh [1]. When multiple representations and/or
sources are involved, there are only a limited set of exaslt® known. The lossless compression of
correlated sources, studied [n [2] by Slepian and Wolf, is ohthe early success stories in this domain.
Subsequently, the Gaussian two-terminal multiple desoridMD) rate region was characterized in [3].
More recently, many new results have emerged in the field afs&an multiterminal source coding [4],
[B]. In particular, the Gaussian CEO problem was studied6inaind [7], where the sum rate and the
entire rate region were characterized. [8] provides a sfiaglconverse argument for the sum rate. The
rate region of the Gaussian two-encoder problem was cleaized in [9].

We consider a version of the CEO problem in which the CEO catdtion.” The setup is described

by Figure 1. We have a single sourSe and two corrupted versions of the soutke = S + N; and
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Xy = S + N, are available at the two encoders in the system. The encedshsto communicate
information aboutS to a decoder, i.e., the CEO, which they accomplish by eactlisgra data packet at
time 1 and another at time 2. The CEO may be on vacation duirimg 1, time 2, neither, or both, and
she cannot receive data packets when she is vacationing.s¥ne that the CEO’s holiday schedule
is unknown to the encoders. If the CEO works during time 1 aachtions during time 2, she expects
to reproduce the sourc€ to distortion D;. Likewise, if she works during time 2 and vacations during
time 1, she expects to reprodugeto distortion D,. If the CEO eschews vacation and works during
both periods, then she expects to reprodtide distortion D,. For convenience, we represent the three
vacation states of the CEO by three separate receivers ird-ity Details on the system model and
problem at hand are presented in Seclion II.

This problem generalizes both the CEO problem, by omitthrggttansmission at time 2, and the MD
problem, by omitting the noise&; and N,. We note that a related problem is considered in [10], which
also generalizes both CEO and MD. However, unlike the othaslpm formulation, we are able to obtain
a more conclusive sum rate result. The vacationing-CEOIgnolarises in multicast networks in which
receivers enter and depart the systems at arbitrary tiness[13], [12] for additional discussion of this
connection.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In the nexticecwe state the problem and describe the
main result of the paper, which characterizes the sum ratieeozaussian problem with CEO vacations.
In Section1ll, we show that the sum rate described in Sedfilos achievable, and in Sectidn1V, we
provide a lower bound for the Gaussian vacationing-CEO IprabThis lower bound combines converse
techniques developed individually for the MD problenh [813] and the CEO problem [6],[8]. In fact,
it is interesting to note that our lower bound requires the ofboth converse techniques for the CEO
problem, as neither alone is sufficient. In Secfidn V, we ldista the equivalence of the achievable sum

rate and the lower bound on it, thus proving the main resuthefpaper.

A. Notation

We use capital letters to denote random variablesi&i#d to denote the expected value of a random
variableS. All logarithms used in the paper are natural logarithWs:(S|T') denoteEs r[(S—E[S|T])?].
For S = (S1,52), Cov(S|T) denotes the matrids ,[(S — E[S|T])(S — E[S|T])], where ST is the

transpose of the vectd.
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Fig. 1. System Model

[I. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND MAIN RESULT

Let {Xy;}", and{ X2} ; be noisy observations of an underlying Gaussian so{$g§"_,, observed
by two different encoders. The observations and the souscassumed to be independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) over. For each time instant the observations are given by

X1 = Si + Ny

Xoi = Si+ N
where Ny; and No; are Gaussian distributed with mean zero and variaffg;leand 012\,2. S; has mean
zero and variance?. Encoderk observes{Xy;}" , for k = 1,2 and sends two descriptions given by
Cr = fru(Xp), for I = 1,2 to two receivers. LetRy, > %log!C’kz!. Receiverl, gets the messages
fu(X7) and fo(X%), and applies decoding functiopf (f1,(X7), f2:(X%)) to obtain an estimate of the
sourceS™ , denoted byS‘l".The central receiver gets all the four descriptions andiepphe function

B (f11(XT]), fo1(XB), fra(X]), f22(X5)) to getSy. We say that the tupleRi1, R, Rot, R, D1, Do, Do)

is achievableif there exist encoding and decoding functions such that

1 — R
D>~ EEK& ~51)%, 1e{0,1,2}.
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We now state the main result of the paper. Let
U = {(U11,U12,Uz1,Us2) : Uy = X, + Wy for k,1 € {1,2}, Wiy ~ N(0,03,,),
(U11,Ur2) — X1 — Xo — (Uat, Uaa),
E[(S — E[S|Uy, Uy])?] < D, for I € {1,2} and

E[(S — E[S|U11, Ur2, Ua1, Usz])?] < Do}

Theorem 1. The sum rate of the vacationing-CEO problem with distorgonstraints(D;, D, D) such

that & + & — max{-+, =1} — % > -1 is given by
2 2 (o] 0

2 ) 2
D, ox, ON

inf I(Xla Xo2; U1, U2, Ua, U22) + I(Un, Usi; Ua, U22).
(U11,U12,Uz21,Us2) €U

The technical condition on the distortions implies that ¢lgtortion constraint at the central receiver
satisfiesmax{5-, -} < 5- < 5~ + 77 — max{ﬁ, %} - é This means that the central distortion
constraint is comparable with (although lesser than) tseodion constraints at the individual receivers.
Note that the sum rate achieved here is a more general vassithe achievable sum rate of the CEO
problem with two sensors and the MD problem with two deswi. In effect, the vacationing-CEO
problem with just one sensor and encoder [ = 0 and Rs» = 0) is a remote source version of
the two description problem. In the absence of the centa@iver (or Dy > 02), the vacationing-CEO
problem reduces to two CEO problems corresponding to Rerelv and 2. We discuss the achievability

in the following section.

I1l. A CHIEVABILITY

The achievable scheme discussed below is a Gaussian scWenukefine auxiliariesl/,1,U12,Us1 and

Uss such that

Un =X1+Wn
Uiz = X5 + Who
Uy = Xo+ Wa
Uga = Xo + Wa,
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where the vectoW = (Wyy, Wia, Way, Was) is Gaussian distributed with mean zero and covariance

matrix _ i}
012/1/1 . T 0 0
K, — —ay 0‘2,[,12 0 0
0 0 U%Vm —ay
i 0 0 —ay 012,1/22 |

K., is appropriately chosen to meet the distortion constrain®eceivers 1 and 2 and the central receiver.

In effectK,, is chosen such that
E[(5 —E[S|Uw, Ux))?] < D1yl € {1,2}

E {(5 —E[S|Un, U2, Uz, U22])2] < Dy.

A. Codebook Generation

Encoderk, k = 1,2, generate@™% U/, and on it U}, such thatU;; and Uy, are generated i.i.d.
according to the marginal df,; and Uy, respectively2"®: U7 and2"%: U}, are binned int@"

and 2" bins respectively.

B. Encoding
Encoderk chooses the paiiU;,, U}},) jointly typical with X" and transmits the respective bin indexes.
There exists a paifU;;, U},) jointly typical with X;* with high probability if
Ry > I(Xg; Ugr)
Rjy > I(Xg; Ug2) 1)
Ry + Ryo > 1(Xy; U, Uga) + I(Uk1; Uga).

This multiple description encoding scheme is similar to sickeme in[[14]. SincéU},,U,) — X7 —
X3 — (U3,,U3,), by the Markov lemma (Lemma 14.8.1) inl [1], we also have @&t , Uy, US,, Us,)

are jointly typical.

C. Decoding at individual receivers

Receiverl, | = 1,2, looks for U], and Uy that are jointly typical in the bins corresponding to the bin

indexes it receives. Receivemwill be able to find unique codewords]; andUj; that are jointly typical
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Ry > Ry, — I(Uy; Uy)
Ry > Ry — 1(Uyy; Uy) (2)
Ru + Ry > R + Ry — I(Uyy;; Uy).

Receiverl generates an estimate 8f, by constructing the minimum mean squared estimate (MMSE)

E[S™|Uy;, Us]. The decoding scheme resembles the decoding in the Beugey-dcheme [15].

D. Decoding at central receiver

Receiver 0 mimics the decoding at Receiver 1 and 2 to find oitypical pairs (U},,Us;) and
(U7, U3,) in the received bin indexes. Therefore, Receiver 0 will bie &b find such unique codewords
if the rates satisfy[(2). Sinc@U},, Ut,, Us,,Us,) are jointly typical, Receiver O constructs the MMSE
estimate ofS™ given by E[S™|UT,, Uy, U3y, Uls].

Note that the equations ifl(1) and (2) represent the entie negion achievable by the Gaussian
scheme for the vacationing-CEO problem. We now considersthra rate achievable by the Gaussian

scheme.

Lemma 1. The sum rate achievable by the Gaussian scheme is given by

inf I(X1, Xo; Ur1, Ui, Uay, Usa) + I(Ur1, Us1; Usa, Usa). (3)
(U11,U12,Uz21,Us2) €U

The lemma is proved in Appendix] A. We present the lower boumdhe sum rate in the next section.

IV. LOWERBOUND

We now make a few definitions before presenting the lower doam the sum rateC’),; denotes the

code from Encodek to Receiverl for k = 1,2 andl =1, 2.

Define,
1< N 1 ¢ "
di = - ;:1 Var(Xy;|C11,S™) doy = - ;:1 Var(X2;|Ca1,5™)
1< . 1o n
dig = - ;:1 Var(X1;|C12,5™) dyp = - ;:1 Var(Xo;|Ca2, S™) (4)
1 n n 1 n n
t1 = EI(XI;CH?ClZ’S ) to = EI(X2;0217022‘S )
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We remark that in the followin@ < Dy < min{D;, Do} andmax{D;, Ds} < ag. We now define for

k=1,2,
Fi = {(d1,da,t) : di,da,t € [0,00)
o e % <min{di,do} max{dy,do} <03} }.
Further define,
F ={(d11,d12,do1,d2a,t1,t2) : (dg1, di2, t) € Fi, b =1,2

11 1 1 dy  dy
DSt T )

e NI (6)
Dy " o3 ok, ok N 9N

I 1 1—e?h 12

— < =+ + . 7
Dy ~ 0% 0'12\71 0'12\72 ) @

We have the following lemma which characterizes the pararagt= (d11,d12, do1, doo, t1,t2) defined

above.
Lemma 2. The parameters defined ifl (4) satighe F.

Proof: The proof that

1 - 1 +1—e—2t1 +1—e—2t2
Dy ~ 0% 0'12v1 U]2V2

follows directly from Lemma 3.1 in[[7]. Also, in Theorem 1 iB][ it is shown that

1<1+1+1 dy  dy
D, — U?q 012\,1 012\,2 ajlvl Uf‘vz

for [ = 1,2. By definition,

nty, = (X}, Cy1, Ca|S™) = h(X}|S™) — h(X}|Cr1, Cra, S™)

Y]

glog 0% — h(XP|Cr, S™),1 = 1,2

v

gloga?vk — glogdkl,l =1,2.

Therefore fork = 1, 2,

J?Vk e M < min{dg, dgs}.
Also, sinceE[N}*|Cy;| achieves a smaller mean squared erroNjh than any other estimator,

1< 1 ¢
A == X ") == Var(Ny < o3
kl i Var( L ‘Ckl,S ) o ar( k ’Ckl) > 0N,

i=1 i=1
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for k =1,2 andl = 1, 2. This concludes the proof of the lemma. [ |

Define,
P1 = {(d11,di2,d21,da2,t1,t2) : (di1,d12,do1,do2, t1,t2) € F

1 1 1 1 d d

B =gt ot~ (8)

Dy o5 oy, oN, ON, On,
1 1 1 1 d d

1 P R o (9)
2 0Og ON ON, OpN, On,
1 11— 12

—=—+ 5 + 5} (10)

Dy o oN, oN,

Py = {(d11,d12, d21,da2,t1,t2) : (di1,d12,do1,do2, t1,t2) € F

L_ 1,1 1 dy dy

Dy g% oX, Ok, On, 0N,
11 1 1 dy dy

- = =

Do a% 012\, 012\,2 O'jlvl U?‘VZ
L _1.1 e 11—

Dy = o% , o,

012\/1 6_2t1 = min{du, d12} 0‘12\/26_%2 = min{dgl, dgg}}.

We denote

P ="PLUPs.

Note that the definition ofP imposes the restriction on the parameters to satisfy theidhl distortion
constraints with equality. The central distortion conisitranay be satisfied with equality or the parameters
satisfya?vke—%k = min{dy,dys} for k = 1,2. We also observe th& C F.

Let p € F. ThenAF; is defined as
A]:ﬁ = {Aﬁ = (Adll, Adlg, Adgl, Adgg, —Atl, —Atz) : Adll, Adlg, Adgl, Adgg, Atl, Atz c [O, OO) and

(di1 + Adyy, dig + Adya, do1 + Aday, dog + Adag, t1 — Aty ta — Aty) € P}
Lemma 3. AF; #¢ Vpe F.

Proof: The lemma is proved as follows. Consigee 7. Then we increasé;; andd;s by Ad;; and
Ady2 until we meet the distortion constraints at individual rigees with equality ordy; + Ady; = JJ2V1’
I = 1,2. In the former case, we satisfy the individual distortiomsiaints with equality. In the latter
case, we now increask; anddsys by Ads; and Adsy, until we meet the individual distortion constraints

with equality. We will be able to find suchds; and Ads, satisfyingds; + Ady < 0'12\,2, l=1,2, since
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D < ag for I = 1,2. Now, we decreasé, by At; until the central distortion constraint is met with

equality orajzvle—2(t1—ml) = min{dy; + Ady1,d12 + Adi2}. In the former case, we satisfy the central

distortion with equality. In the latter case, we decreg@sby At, until the central distortion constraint is

met with equality oro%;, e=2(:=A%) = min{dy; + Ada1, daz + Adpo}. ThereforeVp € F, AF; # ¢. ®
Let k = 1,2 ando% > 0. Define, for(dy,ds,t) € Fy,

(0]2\, —l—O‘ZZ) 1 9 9

We now state the main result of this section.

1
ri(dy,do,t,0%) =t + glog

Lemma 4. The sum rate of the vacationing-CEO problem is lower bourded

4

1 o
inf sup 7i(di1,di2, t1,0%,) + ra(dar, daz, ta, 0%,) + = log ——=—. 12
2y, P ( 7) ( ) 518 5., 12)

Proof: By procedural steps, we have

n(Ri1 + Ro1 + Ri2 + Raz) >H(C11, Co1) + H(Cr2, C2)
>H(C11,C2) + H(Ci2, Co2) — H(C11,C21, Ch2, Coz)
+ H(C11,C21,C12, Co2) — H(C11,C21, Cr2, Co2| XT', X3)
=I1(X{, X3; C11,Ca1, Cr2, Ca2) + I(Ch1, Ca1; Cr2, Ca2)
@I(S"; C11,Ca1, Ch2, Caa) + I(XT, X35 C11, Cot, Cra, C2a|S™)
+ I(C11,Co1; Ch2, Ca2)

b
(:I(Sn§ Ci1,Ca1, Cr2,C22) + I(XT; Ch1, Cr12]S™) + 1(X3; Cor, Ca2|S™)

=

+ 1(C11, Co1; Cr2, C22), (13)

where (a) is true sincé™ — (X7, X7) — (C11, C12,Ca1, Ca2) and (b) is true sinc¢Cqy, Ci2) — X7 —
S"— X3 — (Ca1, Caa).

Let Y, = Xy; + Z1; andYsy, = Xo; + Z9;, WhereZy; and Z,; are i.i.d Gaussians with mean zero and
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variancea%1 anda%2 fori e {1,2,...,n}. Also, Z;; and Zy; are independent of;, X1; and X»;. Now,

I(C11,C21;5 C12, Co2) =H(C11, Ca1) + H(Cha, C22) — H(C11, Ca1, Cra, C2)
=H(C11,C1) + H(C12,Ca2) — H(Ch1,Ca1, C12,C22)
— H(Ch1,Co1|S™, Y, Y5") — H(Cha, Caa| S™, Y], YY)
+ H(Cy1,C1,Ch2,Coa|S™, Y", Y3") + I(C11, Co1; Cha, Coo| Y, Y5, S™)
=I(S",Y]", Yy C11, Co1) + 1(S™, Y(", Y5 Cha, C2)
— I(S™, YY", Y3";C11, Ch2, Ca1, Caa) + I(Ch1, C215 Ch2, Co| YY", Y5, S™)
>I(S™, Y], Yy Cy, Cor) + I(S™, YT, Y5 Cra, Ca2)
—I(S", Y, Y3 C11, Cia, Co1, Cn2). (14)
Forl=1,2,
I(S™, V1", Yy" Cu, Cor) = 1(S™; Cu, C) + I(Y1"; Cu|S™) + 1(Y5'; Cou ™)

since(Y7", Cy;) — S™ — (Y3, Cy). By the definition of the rate distortion function for Gawssirandom

variables,l(S™; Oy, Coy) > % log %% and I(Y;"; Cjy|S™) > %logi;:kﬂ

o7 for k = 1,2. Therefore,
1 Uzk
2(.2 2 2 2
ooloy +o oy + o

I(Sn’jrln’jrzn;cll’cm) 2 ﬁlOg S( N, Z1)( Ny Z2)

. 15
2 Dy(dy + 0%, )(dy + 0%) (15)

Observe that
I(S™, Y\",Yy"; C11, Cr2, C21, Coz) =1(S"; Ch1, Ca1, C1a, Co2) + I(Y]", Y5"; Ch1, Cot, C1a, Ca2|S™)
=I1(S";C11,Ca1, Ci2,Ca) + 1(Y("; C11,C12]S™)
+ 1(Y5"; Ca1, Co2| S™), (16)
where in the last step we us¢tl”, Cy1,Ci2) — S™ — (Y3", Ca1, Ca2). Further, fork = 1,2
IV} Cra, Cia|S™) = —h(Y'S™, Cr1, Cr2) + h(Y;'|S™)
< 2 log(EHOHIST Ch i) 1 (ERED) 1 (v
- 7 (IS =I(XE3C,CualS™) 1 mh(ZR)) 4 (v S™)

= ——log(en

n _ n
= —5 log(o}, e ™" + 0%,) + 3 log(ok, +0%,), (17)

k
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11

where (c) follows from entropy power inequality (EPI). Frdfd), (I5), (I6) and{17),

(o}, +0%,)(0%, +0%,)0%

C 70 70 70 1
I(C11,C21; Cr2, C22) >+ log (di2 + 0% )(daa + 0%, )(di1 + 0% )(da1 + 0% ) D1 D2

+ 5 log(o*Nle_%l + 0%1)(012\/26_%2 + 0'%2) — I(Sn; 011, 021, 012, 022)

Substituting the above in_(IL3), we get

(o3, +02,) (0%, +0%,)05
(di2 + 0% )(daa + 0%, )(di1 + 0% )(da1 + 0%, ) D1 D2

1
Ri1 + Ro1 + Ria2 + Rog >t +to + 3 log

1
+ 5 log(a%\fle_%1 + a%l)(a]zvze_% + 0%2)

ol
D Dy’
where the last equality is due to the definition [n](11). Froemmal2, we havg € F. By Lemma[3,

1
=r1(di1, d12, t1,0%,) + r2(da1, doa, t2,0%,) + 10 (18)

AF; # ¢. Let Ap € AF;. Note thatTk(dkl,de,tk,O'%k) is decreasing inl,; anddg, and increasing in
t for k = 1,2. This implies that

(i, dias te, 0%, ) > mip(dpt + Adg, diyo + Adga, ty, — Aty 0%) Vp e F.
Therefore,
Ri1 + Ro1 + Rio + Ros >71(diy + Adi1, diz + Adia, t1 — Aty,0%,)

4

1 o
+ 7ro(dor + Adar, dog + Adag, ts — Ats, 0% ) + = log —2—.
2(da1 215 22 22,12 2 Zz) B ngDg

By definition, p + Ap € P. Therefore,

04

. 1
Riy+ Roy + Ria + Rop > inf  sup  r1(di1, di2,t1,0%,) + ra(dor, doo, t2, 0%, )+ log
pepozl,oz2€R D1D2

[ |
In the following section, we show that the lower bound on thengate described above is achieved

by the Gaussian scheme.

V. EQUIVALENCE OF ACHIEVABLE SUM RATE AND LOWER BOUND

Before we compare sum rate of the achievable scheme withother Ibound, we present two lemmas
about parameters introduced in the previous section whitthbe used in the comparison. We will use

the notationp = (di1, dy2, do1, daa, t1, t2).

Lemma 5. If

1 1 1 1 1 =

D, T D; Nl’cr?vz} — 221 andp € P, then
2 =2t 2

dkl"‘d}gz_O'Nke k—O'NkSO
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for k=1,2.

Proof: Let p € P;. Since

1 n 1 ( 1 1 ) 1 1
e — —MaxXy{—55—, 5~ &5 = —,
D1 D2 0]2\/1 0'12\72 O'gw DO

substituting for3-, 5- and -, from (8), [3) and[(ID) respectively, we get

2 2 2t 2 2 2t
din +dig — oy, —oy,e€ 1+d21+d22—0'N2—0’N26 2

1 1
ol ol + ma‘x{ o2 ' 52 } <0.
N No N, N>

Therefore eitherly; + diy — 03, — o3, e <0 0r dyy + doy — 03, — o3, e 2 < 0. Letdyy + dip —

2 2 -2 ;
oN, — oy e < 0. But since

2 2 ot 2 2 ot

d11+d12—0’Nl—0'N16 ! d21+d22—0'N2—O'N26 2

1 7 + <0

o o o

N, No Ny

di1 +dia — 0% e 2 dyy + dog — 0% — 0% e e
- N n ivz A <0,
ON, ON,

andoy, e *' < min{dy1,d12}, it follows thatdy + doy — 0}, — o3, e~ < 0. Similarly, we can start

with da; + day — 03, — o3, e <0, and use

2 2 =2t 2 2 =2t
d11—|—d12—0’Nl—0'N16 ! d21—|—d22—0'N2—O'N26 2
+ + =<0
ol ol o2 =
N1 N2 N2

to show thatdi; + dio — 0}, — o}, e " < 0. Therefore we have now shown thatjife P, then
dip1 + dgo — O'szke—%k _ 0']2Vk <0fork=1,2.
Now, let p € P,. Therefore,o%, e " = min{dy1,dro}, k = 1,2. Sincemax{dy1,dp2} < 0%, it

follows that

2 2 -2t . 2 2 -2t
dp1 + dpa — o, — oy e = min{dy1, dpo} + max{dy1,dip2} — oy, —on, e "

= max{dkl, dkg} — O']2V

k

<0.

Thus for allp € P, di1 + dpo — 03, — o3, e 2 <0, k=1,2. [

We now state and prove the second lemma about the paramete(gy, dio, ;) € Fi for k =1,2.

Define
B J?Vke_%k B Uzzvkdkl B O']2dek2 19
apo = 0_2 — 0_2 6_2tk ap1 = 0_2 —d a2 = 0_2 —d ( )
Ny Ny Ny, k1 Ny k2
and
1 1 1
gk(B) =

a+ B o +B At B
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We use this function to partition the space of parametéis, di.2,tx) € Fi. Define,
Tt ={(dr1, a2, tr) € F : g1(0) > 0 and gy (o3, ) < 0}
Fra ={(dk1, dp2, tx) € Fi : g£(0) < 0}
Tz ={(dy1, dia, ti) € F, : gr(ox;,) > 0}

Lemma 6. For k£ =1, 2,
Fr. = Fir1 U Fro U Frs.

£ 1 1 11 1 1
Moreover, if 5- + 5~ — max{ } =2z = 5, then

2 ) 2
UN] O'N2

P € P = (dr1,di2, tr) € Fra U Fro, b =1,2.

Proof: For every(dg1,dgs2,tr) € Fr, one of eitherg,(0) > 0 and gk(ajz\,k) < 0orgg(0) <0 or
gk(0%, ) > 0 is true and thereforg, = Fj1 U Fia U Fis.
From Lemmdbp € P impliesdy, +dyo—o3, e > —o3, < 0for k = 1,2. However,(dy1, dis, 1) € Fis
implies g (0%, ) > 0. This means thatly, + dis — o3, e *"* — o3, > 0. Therefore,p € P implies,

(dy1, dia, tr,) & Fis. Therefore,
P EP = (dp1,dga, tr) € Fr1 U Fra, bk =1,2.

]
In order to show that the Gaussian scheme described in 8@Hiachieves the lower bound on the

sum rate, we parametrize the achievable sum rate now. Define,

R, o,
dy;; = Var(Xg|Ug1, S) = 2’;72’“ (20)
O'N UWkl
0% o2,
d\.o = Var(X|Ups, S) = k2 21
k2 ( k| k2 ) JJ2V +012/Vk2 ( )
1. o% (o}, +od  +2ax)+od ob —a?
e = I(Xk; Up1, Upo|S) = 3 log e "W ng 3 2Wk1 Wee T, (22)
Wi Wio —
We can rewrite the last equation above as
1 1 1
> -2t =3 + = : (23)
% + ay, UWkl +ag Usz + ak
1—672“@

Letp’ = (d}y,d}s, d5y, dbe, t), th) denote the parameters achieved by the Gaussian schemefiBiijiate
of (Uy1,U12,Us1,Us) € U, ' € F. This means that the achievable parameters correspond éussi@an
scheme that satisfies the distortion constralnts (%), (6)@h We use the definition of functions in(11)
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and the parameters introduced above in the following lenmelating them to the sum rate achievable

by the Gaussian scheme.
Lemma 7. For all (UH, Uis, Usyq, U22) c U and U%k >0,k¢ {1,2},
I(X1, X2; U1, Ur2, U1, Usz) + 1(Ur1, U1 ; Ura, Uso)

1 4
= ri(dyy, djg, th,0%,) + ra(dhy, dhy, t,0%,) + I(Ur1; Ur2|S, Y1) 4+ I(Us1; Uzo| S, Ya) + 5 1og 25

55
(24)
where
NN TS
01 0?9 0'12\71 0'12\72 0;1\/1 ajlvz
U NS N A
0 0% 0¥ oX, ON,  On,

Y1 = X5+ 77 and Y, = Xy + 7o, Z; and Zy are independent of botlX; and X, and Gaussian

distributed with mean zero and varianeg and o7 respectively.

This lemma is proved in Appendix]B. We now show that the Gaumssicheme achieves the lower

bound on the sum rate corresponding to every ppiat?. We prove this through the following lemma.

Lemma 8. For everyp € P, there exists an achievabj¢ € F and a%k >0, k=1,2, such that

Us
D1D2

1
(d117d12;t170'Zl) + Tz(d21, d227t27UZ2) + log

1 4
= ri(dyy, djg, th,0%,) + ra(dhy, dhy, ty,0%,) + I(Ur1; Ur2|S, Y1) 4+ I(Us1; Upo| S, Ya) + 1 —g

Proof: The proof closely follows the discussion in Section [A33tp = (d11,d12,do1, doa, t1,t2) €
P. Choosingd), = di; for k =1,2 andl = 1,2, from (8) and[(9), we know that

51 =Dy & = Ds. (25)

From LemmaBb, we know thdtly, dio,tr) € Fr1 U Fre. By definition, iy N Fro = ¢. We now consider

two cases(dy1, dia,tr) € Fr1 and (dii, dia, ti) € Fia-

A. Case 1:(dg1,dp2, tg) € Fr1

Since (dk1, dga2, tr) € Pr1, 9x(0) > 0 and gk(aN ) < 0. Therefore, there exists ai}. € (0, aN | that

solvesgg(a;) = 0. We setai, = aj. Further,d;, = dj; andd,, = di imply that UWM = o1 and
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aa, = «ay,. Therefore, we conclude fro 3) apd(a;) = 0 thatt, = t,. We now need to show that
k2 k
this choice ofaj is such thatrf;, of,. > (a})?. Sinceayy > 0 andaj € (0,03, ],
+aj; > a; = LN < x
« a a .
k0 k k ako +ay — ay
Sinceg(a;) = 0,

1 1

+ < —
2 * 2 * — %
oW, + ay, oW, + ay, ay,
1 1 1
> —< — - —
2 * — % 2 *
oW, + ay, a OW,, + ay,
2
1 Ow
k2
2 * — % 2 *
Oy, tap — ap(ogy,, +ai)
*\2
(ag)
=0l +aj > Uf +a}
Wk2

2 2 2
:>0-Wk10'Wk2 2 (G’Z) °

Moreover, trivially,

Ti(dis dios thy 0%,) = T(djy s djgs e, 0%,

Also,
2 2 oN
Var(Uy|S,Yy) = oy, +0oiy, — 551 =1,2
k kl O-Nk _|_ O-Zk
11 ol —ay, ol 11
Cov(Up1, UsalS, Vi) = o3, + -
11 —ap oY, oN, Tz, | 1 1

The off diagonal entries i€ov (U1, Uks2|S, Yy) are zero if

4
O']2V — ap = 701\%
k - 2 2
on, T 07,
k012\;

. a . B
By choosingo?, = L in this case,

- 2
oX, @

Var (U1 |S, Yy) Var(Uya|S, Yi) = | Cov(Ugt, Ur2|S, Yi)|

2
ago
k Ny,

and I(Ugy; Ug2|S, Yr) = 0. Note that we are allowed to choos%k = sinceay, € (O,U?Vk] in

)
oy, —a
Ny, k

this case.
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B. Case 2:(dg1,dy2, tr) € Fro

In this case, we set, = 0 in (22) and achieve the corresponditjg Since,d),; = dj,; andd), = dja,

we haves, = a1 andogy, | = ag. It follows from (I9) and[(2B) that
1 1 1 1

2 P PN 2

UZZVk Qe a2 N O’Nke_%;c.
Since g, (0) < 0, this implies that

1 1 1
QLo 09731 QL2
1 1 1 1 1
= — + 5 < -t + —
QK0 ON, ON,. k1 k2
N 1 - 1 N 1 n 1
azzvke—%k - O'szk Rl ko
1
P

Therefore, we get that, < t,. By achievingt) instead oft;, we still satisfy the central distortion
constraint for the original problem and also ens(if, , d},,t}) € Fi. Further, we choose? =0 in

this case. Therefore ,

1 ON, ’
rr(di1, dg2, ty, 0) = §1Og ddis ik (dg1, die, t);, 0),

Moreover, sinces}, =0 anda =0

I(Uk1; Ua|S, Yi) = I(Uk1; Uga|S, Xi) = 0.

The lemma follows from the cases considered above. |
Therefore, it follows from Lemmél4 and Lemrha 8 that for evgrg P, there exists an achievable

P € F such that the sum rate achievable by the Gaussian schemeas tegthe lower bound on the

sum rate. This proves the optimality of the Gaussian schaméhe sum rate of the vacationing-CEO

problem.

VI. CONCLUSION

We introduced the vacationing-CEO problem which in esseiwea CEO problem with multiple
descriptions. We described a Gaussian achievable scheth@rasented a lower bound for the sum
rate as an optimization problem over the code parametersalgéeshowed that the Gaussian scheme
is optimal in terms of sum rate for a class of distortion caaists. Future work includes extending the
result to other distortion regimes and considering a twoieal source coding problem with multiple

descriptions.
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APPENDIXA

PrROOF OFLEMMA [1]

In order to prove Lemmél1l, we need to show that > 0, there exist(R, R}y, R, R5,) and
(R11, R12, Ro1, Ryo) that satisfy [(1) and{2) such that

|R11 + Ro1 + Ri2 + Rop — I(X1, Xo; Ui, Uiz, Ua1, Uga) — I(Ur1, U3 Uiz, Uag)| < 0.

Let e = 2 and (U11, Ura, Uay, Uss) € U. We choose

Ry = I(X1;Un1) + € Riy = I(X1; Ur2|Un1) + I(Un1; Urz) + €
Ry = I(X9;Uz) + € Ry = I(Xo; U |Us1) + I(Usgy; Usz) + €
Riy = Ry — I(Uny; Usy) + € Ror = Ry + ¢
Ris = Ry — I(Ua; Usy) + € Ry = Rby + €.

Note that(R},, R},, Ry, R),) satisfy (1) and(R11, Ri2, Ra1, Ro2) satisfy [2). Therefore,
Ri1 + Ro1 + Ri2 + Rog =R'; + R}y + Ry + Ry — 1(Ur1;Ua1) — I(Uig; Usg) + 4e
=1(X1;Ur1,Ur2) + 1(Ur1; Ur2) + I(Xa; Uar, Uaz) + 1(Uz1; Uaz)
— I(Uy1;Us1) — I(Uyg; Usgg) + 8¢
=I1(X1, X2; U1, Ur2,Ua1, Us2) + I(U11, Ua1; Ur2, Usa) + 6.
Allowing § — 0, we see that the Gaussian scheme achieves the sum rate

inf I(X1, X2; U1, Ur2, U1, Usa) + I(Ui1, Uy ; Ura, Unz).
(U11,U12,U21,Us2) €U

APPENDIX B

PROOF OFLEMMA [7]

By procedural steps, we have
I(X1, Xo; Ury, Uat, Ura, Us2)+1(Ur, Uzn; Urz, Usa)
= I1(S;U11,Uz1, Urz, Uga) 4 I(X1, Xo; U1, Uz, Urz, U2 S)
+ I(Ur1,Uz1; Uiz, Uag)
= 1(S; U1, Uz1, Uiz, Ug2) + 1(X1; U1, U12|S) + I(Xa; Uai, Uz S)
+ I(U11, Ua1; Urz, Uzg)

= I(S;Ur1,Ua1,Urg, Usg) + t) + th 4+ I(Ur1, Uar; Urz, Usa).
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Recall thatY; = X; + Z; andY; = X5 + Z5 where Z; and Z; are Gaussians with mean zero and

varianceo—%1 ando—%2 and independent of, X; and X,. Now,
I(Ut1,Uz1; U2, Uzg) =h(Ui1, Ua1) + h(Uia, Usz) — h(U11, Uat, U2, Uaz)
=h(U11,Ua1) + h(Ui2, Ua2) — h(U11, U2z, Ur2, Uz)
— h(Uy1,U21|S, Y1,Ys) — h(Ur2, Uz|S, Y1, Y5)
+ h(U11,Uz1, Ura, Uzal|S, Y1, Y2) + (U1, Ua1; Urz, Usa|Y7, Yo, S)
=I(S,Y1,Y2;U11,U21) + (S, Y1, Y2; Ura, Uzz)

— 1(8,Y1,Y2;U11,Ur2, Ua1, Uza) + 1(Ur1; Ur2|S, Y1) + I(Ua1; Uz2lS, Y2).
(26)
Forl = 1,2, let § = o%e 2/(5iUw.U2) Now, we can compute mutual information expressions batwee
Gaussian random variables or use the fact that Gaussianmawndriables satisfy Lemma 3.1 in/ [7] with

equality to conclude that,

—2I(X ;U1 |S 21 XU |S
1 2I(S§U117U21) _ 1 1—e ( B “‘ ) 1 e ( 2 2z| )
0_26 - 0_2 * 0'2 + 0'2
S g N 2
L_ 1 1 1 dy  dy
5 ? Pt o2 gt T A
l S Nl N2 Nl N2

Therefore,

I(S,Y1,Yo; Uy, Uy) = I(S; Uy, Ugy) + 1(Y1;Uy|S) + 1(Ya; UylS)

10, B+ o), o) on
2 ai(dy, + 0%1)(65/21 + ‘7%2) .

Observe that
I(S,Y1,Y2; Uv1, Uiz, Ua1, Ug) = I(S; Uy, Uai, Ur2, Ug) + I(Y1,Y2; U1, Uar, Uiz, UsalS)

= I(S;Ur1,U21, Ui, Usa) + I(Y1; U1, Ur2]S) + 1(Ya; Uar, UnolS),

(28)
and fork =1,2
I(Yy; Up1, Upe|S) = —h(Yi|S, U1, Ug2) + h(Y%]S)
a 1 2 2
@ log(HHOLISUnlia) 1 EHAD) 1 (vyS)
_ _1 log(e%(h(Xk\S)—I(Xk;Um,Um\S)) + e%h(Zk)) + h(Yk|S)
2
1 , 1
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where (a) follows from EPI for Gaussians. From](26).] (2[Z8)(and [29),

and

1
2

(o0&, +0%,)(ok, +0%,)0%s

(dyy + 0% ) (dog + 0%, )(d)y + 0% )(dhyy +0%,)0102

1 oy _op
+ ilog(a?vle 2ty +J%1)(J]2V26 2t +0%2) —I(S; U11,U21,U12,U22)

+ I(U11;U12]S, Y1) + 1(U21; U2z |S, Ya)

I(Ui1,Ua1; Ur2, Uz) =7 log

I(X1, Xo;Ur1, Ui, Ua1, Usz) + I(Ui1, U1 ; Uiz, Uzg)

1
= ri(dyy, djg, ), 0%,) + ra(dhy, /22,t/270%2)+I(U11;U12|57Y1)+I(U21;U22|5,Y2)+§10g—

(1]
(2]

(3]

(4]
(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

(9]

[10]
[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

o5
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